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REASONS ACCOMPANYING PRE- APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 
Rejections under 35 USC lQ3(a) 

1. (non-fmal action) In the non-fmal action (NFA) dated August 8, 2007, the Examiner rejected 
pending claims 1-17 and 37-40 under six 35 USC 103 (a) grounds: 1) Claims 1, 2, 8, 9, 12 and 
17 as being tmpatentable over Szobonya; 2) Claims 1-17 as being unpatentable over Mizuhara in 
view of Chirino; 3) Claims 37 and 39 as being unpatentable over Szobonya in view of 
Poniatowski; 4) Claims 37, 39, and 40 as being unpatentable over Mizuhara in view of Chirino 
and further in view of Poniatowski; 5) Claim 38 as being unpatentable over Szobonya and 
Poniatowski as applied to claim 37 and further in view of Greuter; and 6) Claim 38 as being 
unpatentable over Mizuhara, Chirino, Poniatowski as applied to claim 37 and further in view of 
Greuter. 

2. (response to non-fmal action) In Appellants' reply (ARl) of November 14, 2007, Appellants 
amended independent claims 1, 8 and 37, and dependent claim 39. Appellants provided 
arguments against grounds l)-6) as shown in sections IIIA through IIIF of Appellants' reply, for 
a total of about 5 and half pages of arguments. 

3. (final action) In response, the Examiner mailed a Final Action (FA) on February 5, 2008, 
where all of the Examiner's arguments of the NFA were copied at pages 2-11 of the FA. 
Moreover, in the section "Response to Arguments" of the FA, the Examiner addressed all four of 
the Appellants' arguments against grounds l)-4) in the same manner: a) summarizing the 
Appellants' arguments; b) just stating that the arguments were "deemed not to be persuasive"; 
and c) just copying the same arguments (with the same words) provided in the NFA and in the 
corresponding portion of pages 2-11 of the NFA. Therefore, the sum total of the rejecting 
arguments provided by the Exaininer in the NFA + FA consisted of: Grounds l)-4) repeated 
three times (one time in the NFA and two times in the FA), and Grounds 5)-6) repeated two 
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times (one time in the NFA and one time in the FA). Astonishingly, no additional word was 
spent by the Examiner, in the FA, to address the Appellants' arguments. In doinR so, the 
Examiner committed clear error because he did not answer to the substance of the Appellants' 
arguments of ARl. There was no rational underpinning of the Examiner linking a) (the summary 
of the Appellants' arguments) with b) (the Examiner's literal copy of his previous arguments) to 
establish c) (i.e. that the Appellants' arguments are not persuasive) . 

4. (response to final action) Appellants replied (AR2) to the FA on May 1, 2008, immediately 
noting (see first paragraph of Appellants' "Remarks" section) the incompleteness of the FA 
under MPEP 707.07(f). In addition to that, Appellants provided additional and new arguments to 
bolster and reinforce Appellants' previous, unanswered, remarks in ARl. Appellants concluded 
AR2 by requesting, at a minimum, a new and proper FA (see page 4 of Appellants' AR2). 

5. (advisory action) The Examiner answered to AR2 by way of an Advisory Action (AA), on 
June 20, 2008. The AA was rather long, and Appellants' initial optical impression was positive 
in view of the apparently long dissertation of the Examiner, consisting of a preamble and four 
full, long, paragraphs. However, upon reading of the Examiner's arguments. Appellants were 
astonished in noting that those four paragraphs were again a copy of Grounds l)-4)! Therefore, 
also in this case, the Examiner committed clear error because he did not answer to the substance 
of the Appellants' arguments of AR2. In this latter case, the Examiner did not even bother 
summarizing the Appellants' arguments in AR2, let alone providing a rational underpinning 
linking the literal copy of his previous arguments with Appellants' arguments in AR2. 

6. (conclusion) Therefore, in view of all of the above. Appellants respectftilly submit that both 
the FA and the AA contain clear errors of the Examiner. Appellants thus respectfully request that 
the application be allowed on the existing claims and prosecution remain closed. 
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